How do people respond to terrorist events? Exploiting the timing of the 2010 wave of the annual 'Society Opinion Media' survey in Sweden, we study the causal effect of the Stockholm bombings of 11 December 2010 on Swedish public opinion. Our main contribution is that we draw explicit attention to the link between terrorist events and individuals' social trust. While we identify a strong effect on individuals' terrorism concerns, any observed effects with respect to generalized and neighborhood trust appear to be short-lived, thus suggesting that isolated terrorist events have only limited, transitory effects on established social attitudes.
Introduction
While scholars have not reached universal agreement about the precise definition of terrorism, it is "commonly defined as the deliberate use of violence and intimidation directed at a large audience to coerce a community (government) into conceding politically or ideologically motivated demands" (Krieger and Meierrieks 2011, p. 4 ; see also Sandler 2016) . A rapidly expanding literature across both economics and political science has made considerable progress in our understanding of the determinants of terrorism as well as its socio-economic consequences. For instance, with respect to the drivers of terrorist activity, researchers have pointed to the roles of regime type (Gaibulloev et al. 2017) , education levels (Brockhoff et al. 2015) , ethnic or religious divisions (Gleditsch and Polo 2016; Filote et al. 2016) , oil revenues (Piazza 2016) , and banking crises (Gries and Meierrieks 2013) . Interestingly, a review of this literature by Krieger and Meierrieks (2011) highlights that institutional factors generally appear to be more important than economic ones for explaining the emergence of (transnational) terrorism. Basuchoudary and Shughart (2010) , however, reach the opposite conclusion, namely that economic freedoms are more important than political freedoms in reducing the emergence of terrorism. In terms of macro-level socioeconomic outcomes, periods of greater terrorist activity have been linked inter alia to trade disruptions, forgone foreign direct investment, declining tourist activity, the destruction of industrial capacity and loss of human capital Gardeazabal 2003, 2008; Fielding 2003; Sandler and Enders 2008) . As a result, terrorism frequently can have large effects on a country's GDP and level of economic development (Crain and Crain 2006) .
Research into the consequences of terrorist activity for micro-level attitudes and public opinion likewise has expanded strongly in recent years (e.g., Berrebi and Klor 2008; Zechmeister 2009, 2013; Mondak and Hurwitz 2012; Getmansky and Zeitzoff 2014; Peffley et al. 2015; Hirsch-Hoefler et al. 2016) . One strand of this literature shows that anti-immigrant sentiments, support for right-wing parties and factional 'radicalization' often strengthens following terrorist events (Echebarria-Echabe and Fernández-Guede 2006; Sinclair and LoCicero 2010; Finseraas et al. 2011; Getmansky and Zeitzoff 2014; Hirsch-Hoefler et al. 2014; Gould and Klor 2015; see, however, Jakobsson and Blom 2014) . Such events also make people more willing to sacrifice civil liberties and constitutional principles to suppress terrorism. 1 Bozzoli and Müller (2011) , Finseraas and Listhaug (2013) and Hirsch-Hoefler et al. (2014) furthermore illustrate that terrorist attacks unsurprisingly cause heightened concerns over terrorism.
We contribute to this literature by drawing explicit attention to the link between terrorist events and individuals' level of social trust. We focus on social trust since it plays a key role in "sustain[ing] a cooperative social climate (…) [and] facilitate [s] collective behavior" (Zmerli and Newton 2008, pp. 706-707; Sønderskov 2009 ) and has been linked to a wide range of socially desirable outcomes -including economic growth and development (Berggren et al. 2008; Dincer and Uslaner 2010; Bjørnskov and Méon 2014) , improved governmental performance as well as more effective legal and bureaucratic institutions (Putnam et al. 1993; Bjørnskov 2010; Bjørnskov and Méon 2014) and the preservation of the welfare state (Bjørnskov and Svendsen 2013) . These findings make the terrorism-trust relation of prime academic and policy interest, particularly since recent work in social psychology indicates that large exogenous shocks -such as terrorist events -can induce shifts in individuals' social attitudes (Bardi and Goodwin 2011 ). Yet, the direction of the effect of terrorist events on people's trust in others is a priori unclear. On the one hand, people might 'come together' in the immediate aftermath of terrorist events to express their grief and solidarity (Gross et al. 2004 ; Arvanitidis et al. 2016) .
2 Such expressions of solidarity have been argued to represent part of a symbolic exchange that is central to the establishment of trust in social relations (Haas and Deseran 1981) , and might thus lead one to predict a positive relation between terrorist events and social trust. On the other hand, "acts of terrorist violence can arouse fear and anxiety in a targeted population" (Huddy et al. 2005, p. 606; Hetherington and Suhay 2011) , even when little actual damage is done (Friedland and Merari 1985) . Both of these emotions are relevant to individuals' interpersonal attitudes because fear causes people "to be more distrustful" (Treisman 2011, p. 3), while anxiety makes them more guarded towards others (Pugh et al. 2003 ). This alternative line of argument therefore suggests that more widespread fear and anxiety following terrorist events might undermine the degree to which we trust one another, and lead to individuals' social dislocation (Huddy et al. 2003 (Huddy et al. , 2005 .
Despite the substantial potential socioeconomic implications of any shifts in trust brought about by terrorist activity, empirical evidence assessing the exact nature, strength and persistence of this terrorism-trust connection has been slow to emerge. Partial exceptions include Huddy et al. (2003) , Gross et al. (2004) , Wollebaek et al. (2012) , and Arvanitidis et al. (2016) . Yet, these studies rely on repeated cross-sectional surveys before and after the terrorist event. This makes it very hard to identify the causal effect of terrorist events on individuals' levels of social trust.
We improve on previous studies by exploiting the fact that some respondents answered the annual Swedish 'Society Opinion Media' (SOM) survey before the 2010 Stockholm bombings, while others answered only after that event.
3 As the timing of individuals' survey responses is exogenous to the event under study, a regression-discontinuity design can be implemented that permits stronger causal inferences regarding the attack's impact on individual-level trust (see also Finseraas and Listhaug 2013; Jakobsson and Blom 2014) . Moreover, the SOM survey includes questions about both respondents' concerns about terrorist activities and their levels of trust. These data provide a unique opportunity to assess whether any terrorism-trust connection arises by raising levels of fear and anxiety over terrorism amongst Swedes (Huddy et al. 2005; Wollebaek et al. 2012 ).
Theoretical background and hypotheses
Research in sociology and (political) psychology increasingly suggests that "the occurrence of new environmental cues" is one important way by which individuals' values, beliefs and opinions change over time (Bardi and Goodwin 2011, p. 278 ; see also Peffley et al. 2015 , Geys 2017 ). The reason is that personal and/or social shocks -such as divorce, unemployment, wars, natural disasters or terrorist events -can function as critical junctures that instigate a search for "new strategies for action" (Swidler 1986, p. 278) . Sometimes the resultant changes in individuals' opinions and beliefs are subtle and small, whereas at other times they can be dramatic. The inherently dynamic nature of personal (and, by extension, public) opinion and belief formation reflects the fact that we update our priors based on "own experiences, … observations of others' actions and experiences, the communication with others about their beliefs and behavior, news from media sources", and so on (Acemoglu and Ozdaglar 2011, p. 4) . Individuals thus will respond to structural changes in their socio-political and institutional environment by updating their beliefs and opinions.
Following this line of argument, terrorist events are likely to induce an updating process with respect to individuals' beliefs and opinions about the threat of terrorism -at least to the extent that the event provides "new information regarding the likelihood of terror attacks" (Finseraas and Listhaug 2013, p. 214) . 4 In the aftermath of a terrorist event, people reconsider their likely exposure to instances of terrorist activity and their "perception of an imminent threat to [their] security" (Finseraas and Listhaug 2013, p. 214; Hirsch-Hoefler et al. 2014 ). The reason is that acts of terrorist violence tend to arouse fear and anxiety in those exposed to them (Huddy et al. 2005 ). Both emotions are important for complementary reasons. Fear distorts individuals' subjective beliefs away from objective assessments of the actual risk involved in a given setting (Becker and Rubinstein 2011) , and may lead to "exaggerate the risk that others will bring about harmful outcomes" (in this case, another terrorist event) (Treisman 2011, p. 30) . This is closely related to the fact that people tend to greatly overestimate the risk associated with lowprobability events (e.g., airplane crashes, being struck by lightning) that expose them to large costs if they do occur. Anxiety is often reflected in the worry that things will go wrong and is linked to "concern about potentially negative future events and experiences" (Pugh et al. 2003, p. 203) . Greater fear and anxiety brought about by terrorist events thus not only induces inflated estimates of future similar events occurring (i.e., people fear new attacks), but also make individuals' preoccupation with this possibility particularly salient (i.e., people worry about future attacks). As a result, we can expect terrorism to heighten individuals' concern over terrorism.
Hypothesis 1: Terrorist events lead to higher public concern over terrorism.
4 Sørensen (2016) argues similarly that a sudden large-scale influx of immigrants may lead to anti-immigrant anxiety within the native population, whereby people worry that immigrants pose threats to their ways of life.
Empirical evidence from Norway appears to substantiate this proposition, although the effect is found to be shortlived and arises only in the initial phases of a migration shock.
Yet, the heightened fear and anxiety brought about by terrorist events is likely to have additional implications in terms of individuals' level of trust in other people. For example, as argued by Treisman (2011, p. 3) , it is at least "plausible that fear might cause people to be more distrustful". Such a negative fear-trust association previously has been observed in various social settings. For instance, the constant exposure of individuals in low-income neighborhoods to "crime, concentrated physical decay and social disorder … leads to a constellation of negative psychological states which are experienced by residents: feelings of anxiety and fear, alienation from neighbors, lack of trust in others, and suspicion toward out-groups in general" (Oliver and Mendelberg 2000, p. 576) . In our setting, the same reasoning would suggest that heightened levels of fear might undermine social trust after a terrorist attack. Similarly, feelings of anxiety have been linked to "the tendency for individuals to keep their guard up and resist trusting" (Pugh et al. 2003, p. 204) . Again, such a negative worry-trust relation has been corroborated in empirical research on, for instance, the effects of job loss. The more people worry about the possibility of (once again) losing a job, the less trust they have in their new employer (Ashford et al. 1989; Roskies and Louis-Guerin 1990; Pugh et al. 2003) . Greater fear and anxiety following terrorist events can thus be expected to undermine the degree to which we trust one another (or 'hunker down' : Putnam 2007 ) and lead to individuals' "social and political dislocation" (Huddy et al. 2005, p. 606; see also Huddy et al. 2003; Arvanitidis et al., 2016) . This is in line with some definitions of terrorism highlighting that one key terrorist goal is to create a climate of fear that goes beyond the persons targeted by the attack.
Hypothesis 2a: Terrorist events lead to lower trust between citizens.
Several scholars have asserted, however, that terrorist events might also trigger an upsurge in individuals' levels of social trust. 5 The reason is that terrorist-related tragedies may push people into 'coming together' in expressing grief and solidarity in the immediate aftermath of the event. Such greater social cohesion was observed following, for instance, the 9/11 attacks, Anders Behring Breivik's attack in Norway on 22 July 2012, and the Brussels airport bombings on 22 March 2016. Acts of bonding strengthen -or reaffirm -existing social ties and attachments (Putnam 2002) . Large-scale expressions of solidarity also indicate clearly that most people care and, as such, can work towards the establishment of trust in social relations (Haas and Deseran 1981) . Nonetheless, this evidence of renewed social cohesion might generate only short-lived effects on social trust as the passage of time will limit the organization of large-scale public expressions of solidarity. Hence, such solidarity-driven effects may dampen over time, allowing the negative effects on trust associated with rising fear and anxiety (see above) to dominate. This leads to an alternative hypothesis regarding the terrorism-trust relation.
Hypothesis 2b: Terrorist events lead to greater trust between citizens, albeit possibly only temporarily.
It is important to note at this point that the effects of terrorist events on both individuals' worries about terrorism (Hypothesis 1) and the extent of social trust (Hypotheses 2a and 2b) may depend on micro-level background characteristics (e.g., age, gender, education, or location) and the nature of the events themselves. Unfortunately, our data do not allow us to study such potential sources of heterogeneity in detail (we return to this below), such that we abstain from a more in-depth discussion of them at this point as well. Clearly, however, such heterogeneous effects present important avenues for further theoretical and empirical research.
Data
Our data derive from the Swedish 'Society Opinion Media' (SOM) study, which is "an annually repeated cross-sectional self-administered mail survey" conducted by the University of Gothenburg (Weibull et al. 2013, p. iii exogenous to the survey analysed. Consequently, we can use the responses to estimate the causal effect of the Stockholm bombings on individual-level attitudes using a regressiondiscontinuity design (Green et al. 2009; Bozzoli and Müller 2011; Finseraas and Listhaug 2013; Jakobsson and Blom 2014) . Still, as the SOM is a postal survey and people can choose when to answer, a potential concern is that individuals answering later could be different on some dimensions from those responding earlier. We return to -and address empirically -that important issue when discussing our variables and estimation samples below.
Empirical approach
Our empirical model takes the following form:
The set of dependent variables -contained in Yi -first of all includes a variable (Concern about terrorism) measuring the level of concern about terrorism expressed by individual i at the time of the survey (see also Bozzoli and Müller 2011; Finseraas and Listhaug 2013; Hirsch-Hoefler et al. 2016 ). The precise wording of the question is: "Looking at the current situation, what do you think is a concern for the future? Terrorism". Answers are recorded on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 ("major concern") to 4 ("no concern"), and intends to capture emotional responses related to individuals' worries about terrorist threats (Hetherington and Suhay 2011) .
It thus relates directly to the hypothesized mechanism underlying the terrorism-trust relation (i.e., fear of and anxiety about such acts).
The second set of dependent variables operationalize respondents' 'particularized' and 'generalized' social trust. The former is based on personal knowledge and, hence, restricted to a specific social unit (Freitag and Bauer 2013) . In our case, the social unit is the respondent's neighborhood (see below). In contrast, generalized trust is independent of specific persons or groups, and reflects an estimate of the trustworthiness of the average person in society (Wollebaek et al. 2012; Freitag and Bauer 2013) . Our main independent variable (PostEventi) is equal to 1 for respondents answering the survey after the Stockholm bombings occurred (0 otherwise). Its coefficient indicates the extent to which that event caused a shift in individual respondents' attitudes. In some specifications, we also include a linear (or quadratic) time trend (Days) centered around the day of the bombings, and its interaction with PostEventi. These variables control for any potential pre-attack trend in individual attitudes. It furthermore assesses whether the terrorist attack induced a shift in this trend, rather than changing only the levels of our attitudinal variables. In our main specification,
Days takes values from -19 to 19. This is the maximum number of days allowing a balanced panel timeframe at both sides of the cut-off with no multi-day gap in the survey returns. 6 Still,
we present a number of robustness checks to assess the validity of this window choice (see below).
The vector of control variables (Controli) includes respondents' sex, age, education level (i.e., high, medium or low) and region of origin. We also experimented with additional controls for household income, unemployment status, religiosity and Swedish citizenship. While adding more controls reduces the sample size owing to missing values (especially when the income variable is entered), our results remain consistent throughout a series of robustness checks. To preserve space, we report only the results with and without the four baseline controls below. 
Balancing properties of the main estimation samples
As explained, our main sample comprises all observations in the period when Days takes values between -19 and 19. Table A .1 in the appendix provides summary statistics for this main sample. To assess the robustness of our results to the choice of the event window, we varied the bandwidth and considered samples for which Days ranges between -10 and 10 days, -11 and 11 days, and so on up to a range from -19 to 19 days. For each of these estimation samples, it is crucial for the validity of our empirical approach and the credibility of our results that survey respondents are balanced around the event date. While such a balancing test makes less sense for the full sample of respondents answering the 2010 SOM survey (since this is not the sample that is critical to our identification strategy), individuals answering just before and just after the terrorist attack should not be different in their (un)observable characteristics.
We assess consistency with that requirement by estimating logit models with a binary dependent variable equal to 1 when individuals responded after the Stockholm bombings took place (0 if they responded before the event; i.e., PostEvent), and explanatory variables for sex, age, education level and region of origin. Table 1 summarizes the results. The Likelihood-Ratiotests from each of these auxiliary regressions indicate that the observable characteristics of our respondents are not correlated systematically with whether responses were received before or after the event. We can therefore conclude that the individuals completing the survey either before or after the event are similar at least in terms of these background characteristics.
Importantly, this conclusion holds for samples across all the event windows employed in our analysis (more detailed t-tests are provided in table OA.4 in the online appendix).
___________________ Table 1 here ___________________
Results
The results with respect to terrorism concerns -which assess the channel of anxiety and fear expected to drive the terrorism-trust relation (Hetherington and Suhay 2011) -are summarized in Table 2 . We report OLS results throughout the analysis for ease of interpretation, but all findings are qualitatively and quantitatively similar using ordered logistic regressions. Column
(1) includes all observations from the 2010 wave of the SOM survey, and thus reflects the regression-discontinuity specification for the whole sample. Still, as the majority of respondents submit their answers in September/October, our dataset is unbalanced in the sense that the number of observations after 11 December is limited (N=350). Columns (2) and (3) therefore use our main analysis sample and include responses only from individuals replying in a period of 39 days around the event date (i.e., 19 days before to 19 days after 11 December 2010). As the treatment is balanced on individual background characteristics (see above), such variables are redundant unless estimation precision is increased when they are entered. Columns (4) and (5) therefore replicate the results from columns (1) and (2) while omitting all control variables.
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Recall that the variable Days refers to the day the survey arrived and was registered at SOM.
Hence, a survey sent on Saturday or Sunday will tend to be registered on Monday (or even Tuesday). That is an important consideration because 11 December 2010 was a Saturday, which makes it hard to verify whether responses registered by SOM on Monday 13 December or Tuesday 14 December were completed before or after the Stockholm bombings took place at 5pm on Saturday. As surveys registered on these days could be a mixture of treated and nontreated observations, panel II of Table 2 replicates the analysis in columns (2) and (3) excluding observations from one or both of those days. Kingdom, which appears to be 30%-40% larger than our Swedish findings. This difference is intuitively reasonable given the different scales of both events. We will return to the potential sensitivity of our findings to the nature of the event under analysis and the specific Swedish setting in more detail in our concluding discussion. Columns (4) and (5) also show that the exclusion of all background characteristics has no substantive effects on our inferences, 9 whereas columns (6) to (9) in panel II indicate that the treatment effects are slightly larger when either 13 December, 14 December, or both are excluded. The latter result is in line with the idea that at least some of the surveys arriving on these days are from untreated persons (i.e., posting their surveys on Saturday before the 5pm bombings).
___________________
To strengthen our inferences, we implement two types of robustness checks. First, we execute placebo tests with non-event days (e.g., 11 November 2010 or 11 December 2011) and concerns about issues unrelated to terrorism (e.g., environmental degradation, global epidemics and weakened democracy). In all cases, the results remain statistically insignificant (see the Online Appendix). Second, we run a series of regressions for which we vary the event window from ten days around 11 December (which, compared to Table 2 , halves the number of days on both sides of threshold; see Green et al. 2009 ) up to 19 days before/after the event (as in Table 2 ).
Obviously, standard errors will be larger with narrower event windows, so the main emphasis here is on the stability of the treatment coefficient. Figure OA .1 in the Online Appendix summarizes these additional regressions. The figure indicates statistically significant results at conventional levels once the bandwidth exceeds 12 days, and the general inference from Figure   OA .1 thus is that the precise number of days considered around the event date does not affect our results qualitatively.
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Having established that the Stockholm bombings increased Swedish citizens' concern about terrorism, Table 3 Table 2 with the exception of the dependent variable. The first panel of Table 3 evaluates generalized trust, while the lower panel analyses trust in neighbors.
Overall, the estimates are not very precise, but the coefficient on PostEvent becomes larger once the interaction term between PostEvent and Days is introduced. This finding differs from the results in Table 2 , where inclusion of the interaction term did not change the 'main effect'.
It suggests that estimating an 'average' effect for the entire period after the terrorist event may lead to biased inferences. When we omit observations from December 13 (columns 3-4) or December 13 and 14 (columns 5-6), the effects become more pronounced. Yet, the qualitative findings are unaffected. That is, the positive PostEvent coefficient in the specifications including interaction terms indicates an increase in general trust immediately following the 10 The same also holds only individuals responding in December are included (in which case Days ranges from minus ten to plus nineteen). As a methodological alternative, we also considered 'non-parametric' RD-techniques to identify the optimal size of the window. However, those methods need many observations (Lee and Lemieux 2009) , and thus were unfeasible given our sample size.
attack, whereas the negative interaction term indicates that individuals quickly return to their baseline levels of trust. Across all specifications, social trust returns to its baseline 13 to 16 days after the attack. Moving to the lower panel of Table 3 , the same pattern emerges. Overall, we find an immediate positive effect on trust in one's neighbors immediately after the terrorist event, followed by a swift return to the baseline within a few days. This is consistent with the short-term effect of political violence found in related studies. Jaeger et al. (2012) , for instance, also find that increased radicalization of the Palestinian population following political violence completely dissipates within 12 weeks. Table 3 here Before concluding, we discuss briefly the estimated coefficients on the control variables (see Table OA .3 in the Online Appendix for complete results), which indicate substantial heterogeneity in respondents' social trust. First, respondents with higher levels of educational attainment report significantly higher levels of trust. The difference is substantively meaningful as more highly educated individuals are on average 1.5 to 1.6 points higher on the trust scale than less-educated respondents (which equals 62% to 67% of the standard deviation of trust;
___________________
see Table A .1). Second, compared to respondents under age 20, reported levels of trust increase fairly gradually amongst older age groups. Finally, gender and region of origin bear no significant relation to social trust in our setting. Our findings regarding the controls are similar to those reported by Glaeser et al. (2000) . Using General Social Survey (GSS) data for the United States, they report that older cohorts exhibit higher trust levels than younger cohorts, a positive association between trust and education, and a negligible coefficient on respondents' sex. Given that these background characteristics might also affect the terrorism-trust relation (see above), we experimented with multilevel models allowing for different effects of terrorism on trust depending on individuals' background characteristics. While these models provide similar findings regarding the heterogeneity of trust across background characteristics, they do not indicate any evidence of treatment-effect-heterogeneity. Owing to the limited size of our sample, these auxiliary regressions clearly should be interpreted with caution, and further investigation of such socio-demographic sources of potential heterogeneity remains an important avenue for future research whenever larger samples are available.
Concluding discussion
Trust enables people to cooperate when they have incomplete information about others or cannot know a priori how these others will behave (Fukuyama 1995; Sønderskov 2009 concerns about terrorism, which reflects a substantively meaningful change in their fear and anxiety about such events. Second, trust in others increases in the immediate aftermath of the event, but these changes in trust were found to be very transitory. The latter finding does suggest, however, that people coming together to express solidarity during the immediate aftermath of terrorist events can compensate for the elevated levels of fear and anxiety triggered by those events -at least in the short term.
Our research design allows us to improve on existing studies along two main dimensions. First, our regression-discontinuity model provides stronger causal inferences about the relation of interest than studies based on repeated cross-sectional surveys (e.g., Wollebaek et al. 2012 , who study the effects of Anders Behring Breivik's attack in Norway) or comparative studies unable to include untreated respondents (e.g., Arvanitidis et al. 2016 , who compare terrorist events in four countries). Second, our empirical model provides evidence that the effects of terrorist events on social trust dissipate within a few days -generally no longer than two weeks later.
This finding provides a potential explanation for the inconclusive evidence reported in previous studies, which look at the average effect of terror on trust over a longer period (Huddy et al. 2003; Gross et al. 2004 ). Based on our findings, such an approach overlooks important temporal variation in the immediate aftermath of terrorist events.
Our analysis naturally does have a number of limitations. First, the nature of our empirical research design restricts our analysis to the assessment of the short-term effects of a single . In both panels, we analyse 11 December 2010 as the event date and an event window of nineteen days before/after the Stockholm bombings (excluding observations from 13-14 December due to uncertainty regarding the moment of these surveys' completion). Using a quadratic local control functions provides similar inferences than the local linear control function shown here. Note: Dependent variable is a dummy variable that is equal to 1 if the individual responded after December 11 and 0 if the individual responded before December 11. The first model is run for a sample where observations on Days ranging from -10 and 10 are included, while the last model is run on our main sample where Days runs between -19 and 19. In all models, the null hypothesis is that no correlation exists between answering the survey before/after December 11 and observables. Note: Dependent variable is the level of concern over terrorism on scale ranging from 1 ("major concern") to 4 ("no concern"). In all models, we analyse 11 December 2010 as the event date. Column (1) uses the entire available sample, while columns (2) and (3) look at an event window of nineteen days before/after the Stockholm bombings. Controls for sex, age, education level and region of origin are included in columns (1) to (3) and (6) to (9), while columns (4) and (5) replicate the analysis in columns (1) and (2) when omitting any control variables. Panel II replicates columns (2) and (3) while excluding observations from 13 December (columns (6) and (7)) or from 13 and 14 December (columns (8) and (9)). Standard errors in parentheses; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. II) . In all cases, higher numbers thereby refer to higher levels of trust. In all columns, we analyse 11 December 2010 as the event date and look at an event window of nineteen days before/after the Stockholm bombings. Columns (1) and (2) include all observations within the observation window, while Columns (3) and (4) exclude observations from 13 December and columns (5) and (6) exclude observations from 13 and 14 December due to some uncertainty regarding the moment of these surveys' postage. Standard errors in parentheses; + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001; Controls for sex, age, education level and region of origin included in all models.
Control variables

Online Appendix to Will You Still Trust Me Tomorrow? The Causal Effect of Terrorism on Social Trust
Robustness analysis
To credibly attribute the attitudinal shifts documented in tables 2 and 3 to the Stockholm bombings, we should only observe strong effects for concerns about issues that undergo a sudden shift due to this event (such as concern over terrorism). Concerns about issues unrelated to the Stockholm bombings should not be similarly affected. In table OA.1, we therefore present results analysing individuals' concerns about, respectively, environmental degradation (panel I), global epidemics (panel II) and weakened democracy (panel III) as the dependent variables (again on a 4-point scale with higher values reflecting lower concern). Since none of these results reveal significant coefficient estimates for the PostEvent dummy when assessing a narrow 39-day time period around the event, this rules out that the Stockholm bombings affected Swedes' concern about everything in the aftermath of this event (for a graphical representation, see figure OA.2).
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Table OA.2 implements a further set of placebo tests in which we code the central independent variable as reflecting non-existing events, which allows us to assess whether the effects observed in table 2 in the main text are really driven by the Stockholm bombings rather than representing a statistical artefact. In columns (1) and (2), we take 11 November 2010 rather than 11 December 2010 as the event date. Furthermore, as our post-event period lies close to the Christmas holidays, one might worry that the Christmas holidays influence the treatment effect due to a change in media coverage in the days close to Christmas. Columns (3) and (4) in table OA.2 therefore take 11 December 2009 as the event date, while columns (5) and (6) look at 11 December 2011. In both cases, implementing a regression discontinuity around a non-existing event date generates insignificant findings, which provides further corroborating evidence for the idea that the effects observed in table 2 derive from the Stockholm bombings. Note: Dependent variable is the level of concern about environmental degradation (Panel I), concern about global epidemics (Panel II) and concern about weakened democracy (Panel III) ranging from 1 ("major concern") to 4 ("no concern"). In all columns, we analyse 11 December 2010 as the event date and look at an event window of nineteen days before/after the Stockholm bombings. Columns (1) and (2) include all observations within the observation window, while Columns (3) and (4) exclude observations from 13-14 December due to some uncertainty regarding the moment of these surveys' postage. Standard errors in parentheses; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001; Controls for sex, age, education level and region of origin included in all models. Note: 'Before' and 'After' refer to whether an individual responded before or after December 11. The first three columns look observations where Days ranges from -10 and 10, while the last three columns include our main sample where Days runs between -19 and 19. Columns (1), (2), (4) and (5) report the share of specific subsets of respondents in the data, while columns (3) and (6) present t-tests for the difference between the shares reported in the previous two columns. To avoid issues with very small sample sizes in certain population subsets, we combine individuals aged 70 and over in one group, as well as all respondents from northern parts of Sweden (i.e. North Mid-Sweden, Mid-North Sweden and Upper-North Sweden). N varies slightly due to missing values for some respondents' education levels.
Figure OA.1: Main effect on concern about terrorism for different polynomials Note: Dependent variable is the level of concern over terrorism on scale ranging from 1 ("major concern") to 4 ("no concern"). In all panels, we analyse 11 December 2010 as the event date and an event window of nineteen days before/after the Stockholm bombings. In all cases, we exclude observations from 13-14 December due to some uncertainty regarding the moment of these surveys' completion. The panels differ only in terms of the polynomial order of the running variable (Days), with a polynomial of order 1 on the left-hand side and order 2 on the right-hand side. 
40
Figure OA.2: Effect on concern about environment, global epidemics and weakened democracy Note: Dependent variable is the level of concern about environmental degradation (left panel), concern about global epidemics (centre panel) and concern about weakened democracy (right panel) ranging from 1 ("major concern") to 4 ("no concern"). In all panels, we analyse 11 December 2010 as the event date and an event window of nineteen days before/after the Stockholm bombings. In all cases, we exclude observations from 13-14 December due to some uncertainty regarding the moment of these surveys' completion. Using a quadratic local control functions provides similar inferences than the local linear control function shown here. Note: Dependent variable is the level of concern over terrorism on scale ranging from 1 ("major concern") to 4
("no concern"). In all regressions, we analyse 11 December 2010 as the event date, and only vary the event window from ten days before/after the Stockholm bombings (i.e. half the window size employed in table 2) up to nineteen days before/after the attack (as in table 2) . In all cases, we exclude observations from 13-14 December due to some uncertainty regarding the moment of these surveys' completion. Controls for sex, age, education level and region of origin included in all models. The bars below and above the point estimates show 95 percent confidence intervals. Note: Dependent variable is the level of general trust ranging from 0 ("people cannot generally be trusted") to 10 ("people can generally be trusted"). In all regressions, we analyse 11 December 2010 as the event date, and only vary the event window from ten days before/after the Stockholm bombings (i.e. half the window size employed in table 1) up to nineteen days before/after the attack (as in table 1). In all cases, we exclude observations from 13-14 December due to some uncertainty regarding the moment of these surveys' completion. Controls for sex, age, education level and region of origin included in all models. The bars below and above the point estimates show 95 percent confidence intervals.
Figure OA.5: Robustness to event windows: Trust in neighbours Note: Dependent variable is the level of trust in neighbours ranging from 0 ("people cannot generally be trusted") to 10 ("people can generally be trusted"). In all regressions, we analyse 11 December 2010 as the event date, and only vary the event window from ten days before/after the Stockholm bombings (i.e. half the window size employed in table 1) up to nineteen days before/after the attack (as in table 1). In all cases, we exclude observations from 13-14 December due to some uncertainty regarding the moment of these surveys' completion. Controls for sex, age, education level and region of origin included in all models. The bars below and above the point estimates show 95 percent confidence intervals.
